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Abstract: – Rural Development Policies in the Apuseni Mountains - Measures from the National Rural 
Development Programs Targeting the Diversification of Rural Economy and the Quality of Life. There have 
been seven measures and sub-measures in the 2007-2013 and 2014-2020 National Rural Development Programs 
that have targeted the diversification of rural economy and the increasing of the quality of life in rural areas, that 
could be accessed by individuals, small enterprises, NGOs or local authorities. For the Apuseni Mountains, a 
region mainly relying on small scale agriculture, these measures constituted an opportunity that has been grasped 
in different manners in the six composing counties overlapping the area. The present paper focuses on the spatial 
distribution of contracted and eligible projects in this mountain area and tries to provide an insight upon the 
situation for the communes comprised in these counties. Several clusters of communes with high numbers of 
beneficiaries have been identified for some measures, while other areas have appeared to be problematic due to 
a lack of submitted or contracted projects. Differences have also been evident between the north and the south of 
the region in terms of numbers of projects contracted for the diversification of rural economy.

Key-Words: economic diversification, projects, National Rural Development Program, Apuseni Mountains 

1. Introduction
The Apuseni Mountains are a region of 

about 15.000 km², consisting of mountains of 
moderate altitude separated by large depressions 
and valleys suitable for agriculture. The area 
is mostly rural (140 communes), with 13 small 
towns, most of them with emphasized rural features 
(many component villages, important share of their 
population working in agriculture etc.). 

Mining was a traditional activity in the 
Apuseni Mountains. However, mining and 
heavy industries were shut down throughout 
the region at the beginning of the 2000’s, and 
the remaining factories and the following, 
substitutive industrial activities were not able to 
supply enough employment in the area (Drăgan, 
2013). Lacking other alternatives, many former 
employees turned to agriculture as a means of 
survival (Tudor, 2015). The high dependence 

on agriculture of the population in the Apuseni 
Mountains has been emphasized in previous 
studies: 63.8% had worked in agriculture in 
2009-2010 (Drăgan and Cocean, 2017, p.7). 
Furthermore, as seen in the agricultural census of 
2010, the agricultural activity mainly takes place 
in subsistence farms (36% of farms are using less 
than one ha and 89% less than 5 ha) that does not 
support a high standard of living.

Several national programs for rural 
development financed by European funds 
(SAPARD, National Rural Development 
Programs- NRDP 2007-2013 and NRDP 2014-
2020) supported through grants the orientation 
towards the market of the agriculture and had a 
noticeable impact in the area (Drăgan and Cocean, 
2018). However, besides supporting farmers, 
another main objective of those programs (as 
described in the official documentation) was to 
support the development of non-agricultural 
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activities in rural areas, by stimulating the 
local entrepreneurial initiatives and increasing 
the local employment. The programs targeted 
especially tourism, handcrafts and supporting 
services for the rural population. Another 
objective was reducing rural-urban differences 
by measures targeting investments in public 
infrastructure (roads, water supply network). 
Preserving the cultural heritage of the rural areas 
was also targeted by supporting the rehabilitation 
of historical buildings. 

This paper presents the spatial distribution 
of projects supporting the diversification of the 
economy and the increasing of the living standard 
in the rural areas of Apuseni Mountains financed 
by the National Rural Development Program 
2007-2013 (measures 312, 313 and 322) and the 
National Rural Development Program 2014-2020 
(sub-measures 6.2, 6.4, 7.2 and 7.6). We used data 
from AFIR (final dataset for NRDP 2007-2013, 
and intermediate dataset, until 2019, for NRDP 
2014-2020, this last one being currently under 
implementation) for the communes located in the 
Apuseni Mountains and their villages (villages 
belonging to cities and towns were not eligible).

2. Measures for the diversification of 
economic activities in the rural areas
2.1. Measure 312 – “Support for the creation 
and development of micro-enterprises”

This measure of the 2007-2013 National 
Rural Development Program targeted villagers 
that wanted to set up a small enterprise or 
wanted to develop lucrative activities as self-
employed persons, and small enterprises in the 
rural space. The financial aid varied with the 
type of organization the beneficiary represented: 
from 50.000 euro/project for self-employed 
individuals to 200.000 euro/ project for most 
micro-enterprises (transport enterprises would 
get 100.000 euro/project). The funding covered 
a wide variety of activities, from traditional 
handcrafts to innovative production branches and 
different services (with one important exception 
however, tourism having a dedicated measure in 
this development program). 

The number of contracted projects on 
this measure in the analyzed region was not 
very high; there were 145 contracted projects, 
which means an average of 1,03 projects per 
commune. However, in reality, more than half 
of the communes in the area did not have any 
contracted projects on this measure. There were 
64 communes out of 140 that had beneficiaries and 
in most cases the density of projects was low: 28 
communes in which there was one implemented 
project, 15 communes with 2 projects, 9 
communes with 3 projects, 5 communes with 4 
and 7 communes with 5 or more projects.

In Alba County there were 30 projects 
in 14 communes (out of 33 communes in the 
county, located in the study area), this meaning 
an average of 0,9 projects in this area. There 
were slightly more contracted projects in the 
south-western part of the Trascău Mountains, 
in Ighiu (7 projects), Galda de Jos (4 projects), 
Meteș and Almașu Mare (3 projects each). This 
has been a very active area of the county in 
terms of project implementation and has been 
outlined by a generally high absorption of funds 
on agricultural measures as well (Drăgan and 
Cocean, 2018). In Arad County there were fewer 
projects than in Alba, with a total of 18 projects 
and an average of 0,69 projects per commune. 
Out of the 26 communes in Arad that are part of 
the Apuseni Mountains, only 11 communes had 
projects, with no identifiable clusters and with 
the highest numbers in Șilindia and Săvârșin (3 
projects). Bihor on the other hand, concentrated 
more projects; out of the 34 communes included 
in the study, there were 23 communes in which 
there was at least one contracted project, 
amounting to a total of 66 projects in this part of 
the mountains. Most of the communes with high 
numbers of projects are located here: Pietroasa, 
Aștileu, Vadul Crișului (6 projects), Tărcaia, 
Lugașu de Jos (5 projects), Măgești, Dobrești, 
Bratca (4 projects), Borod, Tetchea, Soimi (3 
projects). Bihor also had the highest average 
in the region, of 1,94 projects per commune. 
8 communes out of 19 in Cluj County had at 
least one beneficiary of the measure, with more 
projects in Gilău (5), Mărgău and Săvădisla (3). 
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All in all, there were 18 contracted projects in 
the mountain part of the county, with an average 
of 0,95 projects per commune. In Hunedoara the 
average was even lower (of 0,48) since there 
were only 11 contracted projects in just 6 of 
the 23 communes included in the study (with 
Soimuș concentrating 4 projects, and the other 
5 communes each having one or two projects). 
Sălaj had 2 communes with one project each. 

2.2. Measure 313 – “Encouraging of tourism 
activities”

This measure aimed at the development of 
tourism in rural areas, by supporting investments 
in the building of infrastructures, development of 
service providers and orientation facilities (info 
centres, trail markings etc.). Targeted beneficiaries 
include individuals, small enterprises, as well 
as NGOs, local authorities and communes’ 
associations (which would not be comprised in 
the target groups of the following measures that 
covered tourism development in the 2014-2020 
NRDP). The financial aid depended on the type 
of action implied by the project. If the aim of 
the project was the establishment of a lucrative, 
profitable business, the grant would cover up 
to 200.000 euro, and depending on the type of 
investment, the percentage of the covered eligible 
costs would also vary. If the project did not imply 
a profitable development, the grant could cover all 
eligible expenses up to a 200.000 euro/project limit. 

In 72 communes of the analysed area there 
was at least one implemented project, with a total 
of 126 projects. However in most communes 
there was just one implemented project (43 
communes), while in 18 communes there were 2 
projects and in 11 communes 3 to 9 projects. 

Cluj County is leading in terms of 
contracted projects (36 projects in total), 
since 15 of its 19 communes have at least one 
project. There are also some communes with 
higher numbers, like Beliș (9 projects), Căpușu 
Mare and Poieni (4 each). This also leads to the 
highest average in the area, of 1,9 projects per 
commune. Alba also has an average higher than 
the regional average, with 35 projects contracted 
in 18 of its 33 communes. The highest numbers 

of beneficiaries in the county were recorded in 
Galda de Jos, Gârda de Sus (5), and Vidra (4). 
In Hunedoara there are 14 communes where 
contracted projects were recorded (19 projects in 
total), with a maximum of 3 projects in Certeju 
de Sus. In fact, the average in Hunedoara is of 
0,82 projects/commune, close to the average in 
Sălaj, where there are 4 projects contracted in 
its 5 analysed communes. Arad and Bihor have 
the lowest averages (0,54, respectively 0,53), 
each having 11 communes where projects have 
been contracted. While for Arad the total is of 
14 projects with no commune having more than 
2 projects, in Bihor there are 18 projects, with 
Câmpani and Șuncuiuș having 3, respectively 
4 projects. Still, for an area in which tourism is 
very much supported by a high natural potential, 
the numbers for Bihor seem quite small. Not 
even a third of the communes have beneficiaries 
on this measure, and when compared to Cluj, we 
can note that the last has twice the amount of 
contracted projects.

When analysing the main types of 
beneficiaries of this measure in the Apuseni 
Mountains, we noted that most projects (85) were 
contracted by individuals and small enterprises, 
while local authorities of communes have 
contracted 41 projects (there were no projects 
contracted by NGOs in the area). In some 
counties, the share of the projects contracted by 
authorities was rather high when compared to the 
private ones: 10 projects out of 19 in Hunedoara, 
7 out of 14 in Arad, 3 out of 4 in Salaj, while 
for others, the shares were significantly lower: 5 
projects out of 18 in Bihor, 7 projects out of 35 in 
Alba, 9 out of 36 in Cluj.

2.3. Sub-measure 6.2 - “Support for the creation 
of non-agricultural activities in rural areas” 

This measure of the 2014-2020 National 
Rural Development Program addresses farmers 
or their family members, as well as small 
enterprises located in the rural area, that are 
planning to develop lucrative activities in non-
agricultural domains: production, handcrafting, 
various services (from medical assistance 
to repairs, consultancy, audit, constructions, 
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etc.), including tourism (unlike the previous 
development program, tourism is included in 
sub-measures 6.2 and 6.4, without having one 
dedicated measure). The grant consists of 50.000 
euro/project that can rise up to 70.000 euro/
project for projects submitted in certain sectors: 
production, medical and veterinarian assistance, 
and agritourism. 

The total number of contracted projects so 
far in the analysed region is 150 projects (with 
an average of 1,07 projects/commune). However, 
only in 70 communes there was at least one 
contracted project. There were 41 communes 
with one beneficiary of Sub-measure 6.2, 12 
communes with 2 beneficiaries, 8 communes 
with 3 beneficiaries and only 9 communes with 
4 or more. 

On the other hand, the number of submitted 
projects was substantially higher (543 submitted 
projects and an average of 3,88 submitted projects 
per commune) and the spatial distribution of the 
proposals was slightly more extended. There 
still were 28 communes in which no project was 
submitted, most of them in Arad (9 communes), 
Alba and Hunedoara (7 communes each). In 
Bihor there were 3 communes with no submitted 
project and in Sălaj 2. It was only in Cluj County 
that all communes had at least one submitted 
project. In 83 communes in the study area there 
have been 1 to 5 submitted projects, while in 18 
cases there were 6 to 10 submitted projects and in 
just 11 cases there were more than 10 submitted 
projects. However, in some communes, even 
though the number of submitted projects was 
quite high, there have been few contracted 
projects (Gârda de Sus - 12 submitted projects and 
one contracted project, Șuncuiuș - 14 submitted 
projects and one contracted project, Săvădisla 27 
submitted projects and 3 contracted projects). 

While for some counties we can observe the 
rather dispersed situation, with few communes 
having few projects (especially Arad and Bihor – 
with no commune having more than 2 projects), 
in Cluj we can note a cluster of communes with 
higher numbers of beneficiaries: Beliș (15), 
Călățele (12), Căpușu Mare (6), Gilău (5), Râșca 
and Mărișel (4 each). In fact, there are relevant 

differences between the analysed counties in 
terms of averages (projects per commune). Four 
counties had less than one project/commune 
(Arad - 0,42, Bihor - 0,55, Sălaj - 0,8, Alba - 
0,85), Hunedoara had slightly over the regional 
average (1,09) while Cluj had a higher average 
of 3,32 projects/ commune.

2.4. Sub-measure 6.4 – “Investment in the 
creation and development of non-agricultural 
activities” 

Sub-measure 6.4 also supports farmers and 
their family members, and small enterprises that 
have been functioning or are just being established 
in the rural space. It covers mainly the same domains 
as SM 6.2; funds can be used for the construction 
or modernization of buildings, for acquiring 
machinery, vehicles and equipment, as well as for 
investments in branding, software etc. This grant 
consists of reimbursing a certain percentage of the 
eligible expenses (70% or 90%), up to 200.000 euro 
(100.000 for some projects in the transportation 
sector). Thus, the main difference consists in the 
implementation of the grant (by reimbursing the 
expenses), this meaning that the beneficiary must 
have access to the necessary sums in the first place. 
That fact could raise some issues for farmers with 
rather low financial resources.  

The spatial distribution of projects covers 
a slightly smaller area; there are 93 communes in 
which no project has been contracted. 27 communes 
in the region have one project, 15 communes have 2 
projects and only 5 communes have more than that 
(Bulz and Arieșeni- 3, Albac- 4, Beliș and Mărgău- 
6 each). When compared with sub-measure 6.2, 
we can note a similar status for Arad County, in 
which there are few projects, in few communes 
(5 communes out of 26 have one project and only 
Târnova has 2 contracted projects). Likewise, in 
Hunedoara there are beneficiaries of the measure in 
only 6 communes out of the 23 included in the study. 
Alba County has a modest number of projects with 
a few communes standing out (Albac, Arieșeni, 
Vadul Moților, Vidra). Again, Cluj records higher 
numbers, with a cluster of communes with more 
projects (Mărgău, Beliș, Mărișel, Gilău, Săcuieu 
and Sâncraiu), partially overlapping the cluster 



Rural Development Policies in the Apuseni Mountains - Measures from the National Rural Development Programs 
Targeting the Diversification of Rural Economy and the Quality of Life

19

identified for SM 6.2. In Bihor County, there is 
another group of communes that have slightly more 
projects (2-3): Bratca, Bulz, Curățele, Remetea and 
Budureasa. In the 5 communes from Sălaj there 
hasn’t even been one submitted project. In terms 
of averages, we can see that only Cluj scored over 
1 project per commune (1,37) while all the other 
counties had lower averages (Alba - 0,6, Arad - 
0,26, Bihor - 0,55, Hunedoara - 0,3).

However, the low numbers of projects 
cannot be entirely correlated to a low 
entrepreneurship spirit, since the number of 

submitted projects was indeed higher. In fact, 
just 37% of the submitted and eligible projects 
from the region have been contracted (a total of 
214 projects were submitted and evaluated up to 
date, and 79 were contracted). The differences 
can be visible in some communes like Gilău (12 
eligible vs. 2 contracted projects), Gârda de Sus 
(10 eligible projects vs. 1 contracted) or Arieșeni 
(11 eligible vs. 3 contracted projects). Still, the 
over-all interest for this measure was lower in the 
analysed region when compared with SM 6.2 for 
which there were 543 submitted projects. 

 

Fig. 1 Spatial distribution of projects for economic diversification in the rural areas of the Apuseni Mountains.  
1. The upper Arieș Valley, 2. Stremț-Vințu de Jos area, 3. Brănișca-Șoimuș-Certeju de Jos-Hărău area. 

Source: own calculation based on data from AFIR 

Until 2019, 500 projects were contracted 
for the diversification of the economy in the 
rural areas of the Apuseni Mountains, supported 
by measures 312, 313, 6.2 and 6.4. Such a 

summative perspective highlights both the 
more dynamic areas and the less active ones 
in terms of contracted projects during the two 
rural development programs. Most communes 
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had up to 3 projects (85 communes), and only 
12 communes had 8-14 projects; Beliș in Cluj 
County appears as an outlier, with 30 projects. The 
spatial distribution [Fig. 1] shows a contrasting 
situation between the southern counties (Arad, 
Hunedoara, Alba) and the northern counties 
(Cluj, Bihor, Sălaj). With 275 projects for 58 
communes, the north is well ahead of the south 
with 225 projects for 82 communes. However, 
in this southern part of the region there are three 
areas with high number of projects. Two of them 
are located in Alba and concentrate two thirds 
of the projects in the county: the upper Arieș 
Valley (Arieșeni, Gârda de Sus, Horea, Albac, 
Vadu Moților, Vidra, with 39 projects) and the 
Stremț-Vințu de Jos area with 38 projects. The 
third one is the Branișca- Șoimus- Certeju de Jos- 
Hărau area in Hunedoara (with 31 projects, half 
of the total number of projects in the county). 
As highlighted in the previous paragraphs, Cluj 
County is a very dynamic area; having only 19 
communes in the mountain area it registered 
the biggest number of projects of all counties in 
the Apuseni Mountains, 143. Opposing this, the 
mountain area of Arad County had much fewer 
projects – 50 projects for 26 communes, and only 
5 of them with more than 3 projects.

When analysing the domains of contracted 
projects, we noticed that for Sub-measure 6.2 
85 projects were aimed at the development of 
agritourism boarding houses (more than half 
of the projects) while other 6 projects focused 
on entertainment services and 5 projects on the 
development of camping sites. Other 11 projects 
were contracted for crafting and creative design 
(ceramics, wood craft, textiles, hat design) and 
the rest of the projects for different services 
and production units. For Sub-measure 6.4 the 
orientation towards tourism is even more clear, 
with 83,54% of projects involving tourism 
activities: 51 projects dedicated to agritourism 
boarding houses, 10 projects for camping sites and 
summer camps, and 5 projects for entertainment 
services. On both sub-measures, a total of 162 
projects were contracted in the field of tourism, 
more than on the previous measure 313, which 
had a total of 126 projects in the study area.  

3. Measures targeting communities 
and the quality of life in rural areas
3.1. Measure 322 – “Village renewal and 
development, improvement of basic services 
for the economy and rural population and 
upgrading the rural heritage”

Measure 322 was a complex measure that 
followed three main directions: the development 
of basic infrastructures, of basic services and the 
protection of cultural and natural heritage. These 
funds could be accessed by local authorities of 
the communes that had not received a similar aid 
in the past, communes’ associations, NGOs or 
other cultural associations. Individuals could also 
apply if they were the owners or administrators 
of heritage constructions or natural sites.

The measure also targeted secondary roads 
that connected the main roads, and for the Apuseni 
Mountains that could have been an opportunity, 
considering the accessibility and connectivity issues 
common in the area (Drăgan and Cocean, 2015). 
Communes with pollution issues or a scarce water 
supply coverage could also apply for this measure; 
according to data from the National Statistics 
Institute, 41 communes out of 140 in the Apuseni 
Mountains did not have a water supply network in 
2007, and in the cases of the ones that did have one, 
it was often limited to the centre of the commune.

However, only 47 communes in the region 
had any financed projects on Measure 322, having 
49 contracted projects (Borod and Călățele each 
had 2 projects). The highest density of contracted 
projects was recorded in Cluj County, where 
there were 11 projects, with more than half of the 
communes contracting such a financing, and in 
Bihor, with 12 projects in 11 communes. Alba and 
Hunedoara each had 9 contracted projects on this 
measure, Arad had 7 projects and Sălaj had one. 

3.2. Sub-measure 7.2 “Investments in 
the creation and upgrade of small-scale 
infrastructure”

It is a measure mostly intended to support 
projects for the improvement of local roads, water 
access and sewage, and access to education, by 
the reimbursing of eligible costs already backed 
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by the applying local authorities of communes 
or NGOs (payment can also be done in advance 
with the condition of an available guarantee, 
covering the entire financial advance). 

In the analysed area, there are 50 contracted 
projects (out of 87 submitted, eligible projects). 
Most communes in the region did not manage 
to have any contracted projects (102 communes 
with no projects), while 28 communes have one 
contracted project, 8 communes have 2 projects 
and only Poieni and Săvârșin have 3 projects each. 

There are some differences between the 
numbers of projects in the analysed counties. 
While it is of no surprise that in Sălaj there 
are no financed projects and only one that was 
submitted, for Alba the small number of projects 
was however unexpected. In all the communes 
from Alba included in this study there were 
only 6 submitted projects, from which 4 were 
contracted. The contracted projects are located in 
3 communes, out of the 33 analysed communes. 
One can also note that the situation has not 
improved for Alba in this program, actually 
having fewer projects than on Measure 322 when 
the county had 9 projects. The other counties 
have had higher numbers of contracted projects: 9 
projects in Hunedoara (just as on Measure 322), 10 
projects in Arad and Bihor, and 17 projects in Cluj. 

The number of submitted projects has not 
been very high either, the maximum of just 4 
eligible proposals in the same commune being 
recorded in Budureasa, followed by Săvârșin, 
Poieni and Măguri-Răcătau with 3 proposals 
each. There are also 20 communes in which 2 
projects were submitted, 34 communes with 
one project, while in most communes in the 
analysed area there were no submitted projects 
(82 communes). 

3.3. Sub-Measure 7.6 “Investments related to 
cultural heritage protection”

This sub-measure focuses on the local 
heritage and ecclesiastic buildings and the 
needed actions of conservation, restoration 
and even access improvement. The community 
cultural centers are also targeted by this measure. 
Funds can be accessed by local authorities, 

NGOs, religious institutions and individuals or 
enterprises that own heritage buildings of local 
importance. 

Out of the 60 submitted projects in the 
entire region, 47 projects have been contracted. 
There are 7 communes having 2 projects (Bulz, 
Măgești, Pomezeu, Căpușu Mare, Branișca, 
Ribița, Cizer), and 33 communes with one 
contracted project. Most communes are located 
in Bihor (15), with the other counties having 
fewer communes that have projects on this 
measure (Hunedoara – 8 communes, Cluj and 
Arad 6 each, Sălaj- 3, Alba- 2). However, 100 
communes did not manage to access these funds; 
or would not, since 95 communes did not even 
submit any project. Most communes that did 
access the measure only submitted one project 
(35 communes), while 7 communes submitted 
2 projects, Măgești and Pomezeu submitted 3 
projects and Căpușu Mare submitted the highest 
number- 5 proposals. The situation is quite 
different among the counties in the region. While 
in Bihor there were 23 submitted proposals, in 
Hunedoara there were 12, in Cluj 10, in Arad 
7 and in Salaj 5. The fact that Alba only has 2 
submitted projects (in Blandiana and Galda de 
Jos) is most surprising. 

The rate of contracting was relatively 
proportionate, so the situation looks similar for 
contracted projects: Bihor has 18 contracted 
projects, Hunedoara has 10, Cluj has 7, Arad has 
6, Sălaj has 4 and Alba has 2 projects. 

4. Conclusion
The 2007-2013 NRDP and the 2014-2020 

NRDP each comprised two measures supporting 
the diversification of economic activities, measures 
that supported the opening of new businesses and 
the development of existing ones, in several fields 
of work. The percentage of communes in which 
there are such projects generally varies around 50%. 
While on measure 312, 45,7% of the communes 
in the Apuseni Mountains had beneficiaries, for 
measure 313 there were beneficiaries in slightly 
more than half of the communes in the area; for 
the next NRDP, there were beneficiaries of Sub-
measure 6.2 in half of the communes but just 
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33,5% of the communes had any beneficiaries of 
Sub-measure 6.4.

In the 2014-2020 NRDP the two measures 
aiming at the diversification of the rural economy 
covered very much the same domains, this being 
a major difference from the former program in 
which one measure only targeted tourism and the 
second one all the other different domains. Still, 
the number of tourism projects in the 2014-2020 
NRDP has been higher than the number of tourism 
projects in the previous development program. 
Tourism projects represented high shares of 
the total projects for both sub-measures of the 
2014-2020 NRDP: 56.66% of the total projects 
contracted on SM 6,2 aimed at the development 
of agritourism boarding houses, and 64% of the 
contracted projects were dedicated to tourism 
development (both infrastructures and services), 
while 64,55% of contracted projects on SM 6.4 
referred to boarding houses and over 83% to 
tourism in general. 

In what regards the measures aimed at 
the improvement of basic infrastructures and 
services, and heritage protection, although there 
was a serious need for all these directions of 
intervention in the analysed region, the number 
of contracted projects was not very high. 47 
communes out of the 140 had any financed 
projects on Measure 322, with higher numbers in 
Cluj and Bihor Counties. 

The situation developed in a quite similar 
manner in the following NRDP, that did however 
contain two distinct sub-measures addressing 
infrastructures and respectively, cultural heritage. 
The total number of projects contracted in these 
directions was higher than in the previous 
program, but the percentage of communes that 
did manage to contract projects was very much 
in the same range. While for Sub-measure 7.2 
there were 40 communes that contracted at least 
one project, for measure 7.6 the numbers show 
that 71,4% of the communes in the Apuseni 
Mountains did not access funding for cultural 
heritage protection. 

The spatial distribution of the financed 
projects highlights several disparities. On a 
general perspective, the northern counties are 

more successful than the southern ones, the 
most opposite examples being Cluj and Arad 
counties. Besides this, several dynamic areas are 
to be mentioned in Alba and Hunedoara. Further 
research is required to identify the many diverse 
factors correlated with these spatial distributions.
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